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Abstract 
Research has shown that self-motivation and aspiration to learn affect academic performance. Hence, this study examines effects 
of the FLEP program on motivation and aspiration to learn among low-achievers. The study used an quasi experimental design 
with pre-post control group.  Five hundred and ninety-six students participated in the study for three consecutive years. The 
students were given a module consisted of 120 fun learning enrichment activities in mathematics and science that promotes self-
motivation and aspiration to learn. Results show that prior to intervention, the students had low motivation and aspiration. After 
intervention, their motivation and aspiration to learn increased consecutively.  
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1. Introduction 
According to Rogers (1980) human beings have potential to develop into productive individuals. When guided 
properly, they have the ability to motivate and aspire to be a better person and search for self-actualization.  They 
are capable of solving their own problems and know what they want in life. Therefore, to move forward they just 
need a little encouragement and guidance to gain insight on their direction in life. Pajares (2003), suggested that 
individuals are viewed as proactive rather than reactive. They are not controlled by biological or environmental 
forces and, can self-regulate their own learning behaviors. They have self-beliefs that allow them to apply a degree 
of control over their thoughts, feelings and actions. Learning motivation and aspiration to learn is examples of 
psychological elements triggered from positive self-beliefs  
 A large body of research has demonstrated the pivotal role of learning motivation (Schicka & Phillipson, 2009; 
Lau &, Chan, 2001; Elliot, Hufton, Illushin & Fraser, 2001; DeBacker & Nelson, 1999; Alderman, 1990; Pintrich & 
De Groot, 1990), and aspiration to learn (Secretan, 2005; Tan, Sharan, & Lee, 2007), in different domains of human  
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functioning. Pintrich (1989) suggested that there are three motivational components related to students’ learning 
behaviors; (a) an expectancy component (students’ beliefs about their ability to perform a task, (b) a value 
component, (students’ goals and beliefs about the importance of the task, and (c) an affective component (students’ 
emotional reactions to the task). A study conducted by Pintrich and De Groot (1990) and Pajares (2003) show that 
highly motivated students perform better than their peers who have low motivation. These students are also able to 
self-regulate their own learning process as compared to their low motivated peers. A study conducted by Schicka 
and Phillipson (2009) shows that learning motivation is independent of general intelligence but relates to personal 
character such as aspiration to learn. As such, regardless of intelligence’s level, students could be motivated to learn 
and, therefore, improve their academic performance. With respect to gender differences, studies have shown that 
learning motivation depends on how the academic domain in question is perceived by the male and female students 
(Eisenberg, Martin, & Fabes, 1996; Pajares & Graham, 1999; Pajares & Valiante, 2001). Numerous studies have 
also shown that girls are more motivated to learn social science subjects, while boys are more motivated to learn 
subjects related to mathematics and science (Pajares, Britner, & Valiante, 2000; Pajares, Miller, & Johnson, 1999; 
Pajares & Valiante, 2001). 
    Frank (1935) suggested that the relationship between the level of aspiration and the level of past performance 
depends upon "the relative strengths of the need to keep the level of aspiration high, the need to make the level of 
aspiration approximate the level of performance as closely as possible, and the need to avoid failure" (p. 127). Frank 
then insinuated that when one sets a goal, it is usually somewhere between the individual's assessment of their 
ability and their motivation to achieve the best performance possible.  When the subject either experienced success 
on a previous assignment or anticipated or aspire to be successful in a future task, they will experience higher 
motivation (Gebhard, 1948). Hitherto, there are plenty of evidence to suggest that there is a linear relationship 
between motivation and aspiration to learn; the higher the aspiration the higher the motivation to learn. Pajares and 
Valiante (2001) and Henal Shah (2007) posited that children psychological state of mind influenced their ability to 
withstand the rigorousness of their learning curve. Children, who have high aspiration to learn, for example, will 
develop intrinsic motivation towards learning and, therefore, will be more creative in developing their thinking skills 
for learning. Subsequently, they will be seen as more successful in academic work as compared to children who do 
not exhibit such characteristics. Needless to say, these students need to learn to tie their success and failures to their 
own efforts. 
    Children with learning disabilities or low-achieving students will be motivated to learn when given the 
appropriate instructions and effective learning strategy (Maheady, Harper & Mallette, 2000; Cheung & Chang, 
2008; Harper & Maheady, 2007). When the instructions are properly provided, it will allow effective learning 
engagement between students, peers and the teaching facilitators (Brophy & Good, 1986). This will enhance the 
collaborative learning efforts among the students (Kagan, 1992). Cheung and Chang (2008), however, suggested 
that there should be continuity between the formal and informal learning process that happened in schools and at 
home. Parents who encourage their children to learn will develop children who are highly motivated. These 
children, in return, become more responsive to their own learning process.  
    In Malaysia, students academic achievement is a significant concerns of most parents, teachers and school 
administrators, especially for those who are involved with educating the low-achieving or “at risk” students whose 
numbers are on the rise. Research by National Union of Teachers and Parents Association (NUTP) in 2005 showed 
that 10,000 students from primary school in Malaysia were unable to read well. Many were not capable of 
completing whole school years and faced with academic failure because of this problem. This is also reported by 
Utusan Malaysia, one of the most reputable daily newspapers in Malaysia in the following year. According to the 
report, in 2006 about 120,000 primary school children or 2.2 percent of 3.1 million students were unable to read and 
write. If intervention is not introduced to help improved the low-achievers academic performance, the projected 
number by 2010 will reach half a million. Perkins-Gough (2006) suggested that to help such students; they have to 
be identified early and academic intervention has to be introduced immediately. Kajamies, Vauras and Kinnunen 
(2010), indicated that such intervention has to be combined with intensive, systematic, and explicit teacher 
scaffolding in the cognitive, affective, and motivational activities involved in skilful problem solving.   
Consequently, the current research tries to examine the effects of an intervention called Fun Learning Enrichment 
Program (FLEP) on students learning motivation and aspiration to learn over a period of three years. Students 
learning motivation and aspiration to learn was compared between the first, second and third year. Comparison was 
also made between male and female students on the effect of FLEP on their learning motivation and aspiration to 
learn. 
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1.1 Fun Learning Enrichment Program (FLEP) 
    FLEP is part of a program under Program Bakti Pendidik PETRONAS (PBPP), a Corporate Social Responsibility 
(CSR) program that was organized by one of the Malaysian giant oil company with UKM. Its’ objective is to 
enhance the quality of education among selected low-achieving students from 150 primary schools distributed all 
over Malaysia. The aim of the program was to build positive characters (motivation and aspiration to learn, self-
confidence, communication ability and thinking skills) among primary school children to help boast their academic 
performance. It involves collaboration between parents, teachers and facilitators to motivate low-achieving students 
to perform better than before in their academic work. 
    FLEP is the informal instructional learning program which encompassed 120 fun learning mathematics and 
science activities divided into three tiers. Each tier has four levels of thinking skills (Enquire skills, Information 
Processing Skills, Reasoning Skills and Evaluation Skills). Cooperative learning strategies were also embedded in 
all activities, and this encouraged social interaction among the students.  In cooperative learning, students learn in 
small groups, and help one another understand certain topics (Sharan, 2002; Slavin, 1995). Each activity was 
developed to challenge students’ cognitive ability and to motivate them to learn more through fun learning activities. 
Some of the activities were; story-telling, mind mapping, puzzles draw and tell, puppet play, show and tell etc.). 
Students were also asked to discuss and share their aspiration, hope and goals in life with peers and facilitators 
during their meetings. They were also taught time management, motivational sessions, which included activities, to 
help students develop academic and life goals, study skills, and preparation for examination. The meetings were 
conducted at the students respective schools or PETRONAS site twice a month and lasted for five hours. After the 
meetings, students were given assignments to be completed and discussed during the next meeting. 
2. Methodology 
2.1. Research Design and Procedures 
    The research used a pre-post quasi experimental with a control group design. The researcher collected the data 
three times over the period of three years. Thirty facilitators (22 males, 8 females) were trained for three days by the 
researchers to coordinate the activities with the students. The facilitators were employees of the oil company, and 
the majority has no teaching background. The facilitators received teaching materials consisted of three modules 
(each represent one tier of the learning process). The facilitators' role were  to facilitate the learning activities either 
for standard four, five or six students using those modules. 
 
2.2. Sample and Population 
    The sample included 596 students from six primary schools located in the rural areas. These students were 
identified as low-achievers by their respective schools and were selected for the FLEP program in 2006. Within each 
school, 50 students were selected for the experimental group and 50 for the control group. For the experimental 
group, the students were divided into small groups of 25 and were put together in a class. Each class was handled by 
two to three trained facilitators. No drop out was observed from three schools throughout the program, but one 
student drop out from each of the other schools. Total number of students who completed the program is 297, while 
the control groups remain at 300 until the program is completed. 
 
2.3. Measures, Data Collection and Data Analysis 
    A set of the questionnaire on a two-point Likert scale was used throughout the study. The questionnaire has 26 
items that measured motivation and aspiration to learn. The researcher collected the data three times; in 2006, 2007 
and 2008. Pilot study was conducted on year 4 students, and its aim was to examine the reliability of the 
questionnaire.  The pilot tested questionnaire has 34 items, while the final edition has 26 items. The Alpha Cronbach 
values are 0.87 and 0.93 respectively. Data collected from the three years were then analyzed statistically using 
paired sample test. 
 
3. Results 
 
    Students’ motivation and aspiration to learn were compared during the first, second and third year. Prior to 
intervention, the students were weak in both areas, and the mean difference for motivation and aspiration for 
experimental and control groups were extremely small (MD=0.08 and MD=0.50). Table 2 shows the p value for 
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motivation in 2006 is 0.82 (>0.05), and the p value for aspiration is 0.10 (>0.05). Both values are not significant at 
0.05 Alpha level. 
  
Table 1. Mean, SD and SEM (Experimental and control groups) 
 
  Groups N Mean SD SEM 
 Motivation Experimental 296.00 24.64 4.62 0.27 
Year 1  Control  300.00 24.72 4.58 0.26 
 Aspiration Experimental 293.00 17.83 3.61 0.21 
  Control  297.00 17.33 3.62 0.21 
 Motivation Experimental 296.00 28.38 4.60 0.27 
Year 2  Control  300.00 27.19 4.51 0.26 
 Aspiration Experimental 294.00 21.08 3.61 0.21 
  Control  297.00 16.86 3.71 0.22 
 Motivation Experimental 296.00 34.19 4.60 0.27 
Year 3  Control  300.00 29.56 5.43 0.31 
 Aspiration Experimental 294.00 29.61 4.35 0.25 
  Control  297.00 20.83 3.69 0.21 
 
    In 2007, the mean values increased for both experimental and control group. However, for both variables, the 
increase in the experimental group is more than the increase found in the control group. For both groups, the 
difference in mean for motivation and aspiration is significant (p<0.05). Means for both variables increased further 
in 2008, and the mean difference is significant (p<0.05) (Table 2). 
 
Table 2. Independent samples t-test 
 
  t df p MD SED 
 
Year 1 
 
Motivation -0.23 594.00 0.82 -0.08 0.38 
Aspiration 1.66 588.00 0.10 0.49 0.30 
Year 2 Motivation 3.18 594.00 0.01 1.19 0.37 
Aspiration 14.04 589.00 0.00 4.23 0.30 
Year 3 Motivation 11.20 594.00 0.00 4.63 0.41 
Aspiration 26.47 589.00 0.00 8.78 0.33 
  
 
     Table 3 shows the paired samples statistics for the experimental group. Prior to intervention, the comparison made 
between male and female students shows that both groups differ in their motivation and aspiration to learn. Mean for 
motivation among the male students is  24.79 (SD=4.66, SEM=0.28), and their mean for aspiration to learn is 17.69 
(SD=3.61, SEM=0.27). Similarly, mean value for motivation for the female student is 24.57 (SD=4.54, SEM=0.26), 
and mean value for aspiration to learn is 17.47 (SD=3.62, SEM=0.21). However, the mean values increase in year 2 
and year 3. For the male students, mean values for motivation in year 2 is 28.01 (SD=4.51, SEM=0.27) and for 
aspiration to learn is 19.18 (SD=4.14, SEM=0.25). For the female students, the mean value for motivation is 27.57 
(SD=4.65, SEM=0.26), and for aspiration to learn, the mean value is 18.76 (SD=4.30, SEM=0.25). 
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Table 3. Paired samples statistics for experimental group (n=296) 
 
Gender  Mean SD SEM 
Male Pair 1 MotivationYear1 24.79 4.66 0.28 
MotivationYear2 28.01 4.51 0.27 
Pair 2 AspirationYear1 17.69 3.61 0.21 
AspirationYear2 19.18 4.14 0.25 
Pair 3 MotivationYear1 24.79 4.66 0.28 
MotivationYear3 32.83 5.29 0.31 
Pair 4 AspirationYear1 17.69 3.61 0.21 
AspirationYear3 24.69 5.45 0.32 
Pair 5 MotivationYear2 28.01 4.51 0.27 
MotivationYear3 32.83 5.29 0.31 
Pair 6 AspirationYear2 19.18 4.14 0.25 
AspirationYear3 24.69 5.45 0.32 
Female Pair 1 MotivationYear1 24.57 4.54 0.26 
MotivationYear2 27.57 4.65 0.26 
Pair 2 AspirationYear1 17.47 3.62 0.21 
AspirationYear2 18.76 4.30 0.25 
Pair 3 MotivationYear1 24.57 4.54 0.26 
MotivationYear3 30.96 5.62 0.32 
Pair 4 AspirationYear1 17.47 3.62 0.21 
AspirationYear3 25.66 6.38 0.37 
Pair 5 MotivationYear2 27.57 4.65 0.26 
MotivationYear3 30.96 5.62 0.32 
Pair 6 AspirationYear2 18.75 4.30 0.25 
AspirationYear3 25.67 6.37 0.36 
 
 
    Table 4 shows the correlations between the paired years (Year 1 and 2, Year 1 and 3, and Year 2 and 3). There are 
strong correlations between the years for both male and female students on both motivation and aspiration to learn. 
All p values are less than 0.05. This indicates that students who did well in year 1 also did well in year 2 and year 3. 
 
 
Table 4. Paired sample correlation for experimental group across gender 
 
GENDER   N Correlation Sig. 
Male Pair 1 285.00 0.94 0.00* 
  Pair 2 285.00 0.87 0.00* 
  Pair 3 285.00 0.86 0.00* 
  Pair 4 285.00 0.68 0.03* 
  Pair 5 285.00 0.85 0.00* 
  Pair 6 285.00 0.87 0.00* 
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Female Pair 1 311.00 0.98 0.00* 
  Pair 2 305.00 0.82 0.00* 
  Pair 3 311.00 0.79 0.01* 
  Pair 4 305.00 0.54 0.04* 
  Pair 5 311.00 0.90 0.00* 
  Pair 6 306.00 0.88 0.00* 
                               *Sig. at 0.05 
 
    The analysis also shows that for Year 1, and 2, the mean for motivation and aspiration to learn for both groups is 
significant. However, there was an increase in mean for both variables during the third year. For male students, the 
mean for motivation for the third year is 32.83 (SD=5.29, SEM=0.31) and the mean value for aspiration to learn is 
24.69 (SD=5.45, SEM=0.32). For the female students, the mean value for motivation is  24.57 (SD=4.54, 
SEM=0.26), and for aspiration to learn, the mean value is 25.66 (SD=6.38, SEM=0.37). When comparison between 
years (Year 1 and 2, Year 2 and 3, and Year 1 and 3) was made for male students, the results show that the paired 
sample means for motivation increases from 3.22, to 5.51 to 8.04. For the female students,the paired sample means 
for motivation increases from 3.00 to 3.40 to 6.39. For aspiration, the male students paired sample means are 1.49, 
5.51 and 7.00, while for the female students, the paired sample means are 1.29, 6.92 and 8.91. Since all p values are 
less than 0.05, therefore, the paired sample means are all significant (Table 5). 
 
Table 5. Paired sample test for experimental group across gender 
 
    Paired  Differences    
    Mean SD SEM t df p 
Male Pair 
1 -3.22 1.64 0.10 -33.17 284 0.00* 
  Pair 
2 -1.49 2.03 0.12 -12.37 284 0.00* 
  Pair 
3 -8.04 2.73 0.16 -49.71 284 0.00* 
  Pair 
4 -7.00 4.00 0.24 -29.57 284 0.00* 
  Pair 
5 -4.82 2.83 0.17 -28.73 284 0.00* 
  Pair 
6 -5.51 2.73 0.16 -34.05 284 0.00* 
Female Pair 
1 -3.00 1.00 0.06 -52.76 310.00 0.00* 
  Pair 
2 -1.29 2.47 0.14 -9.13 304.00 0.00* 
  Pair 
3 -6.39 3.47 0.20 -32.51 310.00 0.00* 
  Pair 
4 -8.19 5.38 0.31 -26.59 304.00 0.00* 
  Pair 
5 -3.40 2.49 0.14 -24.05 310.00 0.00* 
  Pair 
6 -6.92 3.33 0.19 -36.37 305.00 0.00* 
                                     *Sig. at 0.05 
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3. Discussion and Conclusion 
    This study was able to shed some light into the students’ motivation, and aspiration to learn. It was also able to 
examine the effectiveness of the FLEP program in increasing motivation, and aspiration to learn among low-
achieving students. Prior to the FLEP program, the students had low motivation and aspiration to learn. Bearing in 
mind that these students were identified as “GALUS”, a concept used to describe low-achieving students whose 
academic performance is inconsistent across academic years, they have many disadvantages that might impede 
success in their academic work. Many of these students came from rural areas and had families from the low-income 
group. Many did not have a role model to emulate in academic success. Their parents, and family members were 
mostly farmers, rubber tappers, and fisherman. In tandem, many of them did not have the opportunity to have extra 
classes from private tutors to help them with their academic work, as experienced by students who came from 
middle or higher-income group. They had to rely solely on the teaching and learning they received from the school. 
They were also not exposed to multiple learning strategies aside from the strategies introduced by their teachers. 
When these students were not given the opportunity to receive effective learning strategies, they would not be able 
to engage fully in the learning experience (Cheung & Chan, 2008; Harper & Maheady, 2007). 
    After the first and second year in the FLEP program, the students’ mean for motivation and aspiration to learn 
increased by more than 30 percent. In this program, the students participated in both academic and non-academic 
activities. With regards to the non-academic activities, the students  shared, collaborated, produced work that they 
had to display and  discuss with their facilitators their needs and aspirations. They learned mathematics and science 
through collaborative learning, and their cognitive abilities were challenged constantly. The students were also able 
to interact with their role model. These individuals were the real-life model that the students could emulate. These 
would increase their motivation and aspiration to do better in their academic work, and inevitably, promote positive 
self-beliefs about academic achievement. The findings supported Pajares et al. (2000) study on the relationship 
between motivation, achievement goals and self-beliefs in writing and science among middle school students. Their 
study shows a strong correlation between the variables. Students who belief that they could do certain tasks felt 
motivated to try and complete the task. They also have better achievement goals and work harder to reach that goals. 
They developed intrinsic motivation to continue learning on their own. A study conducted by Pintrich and De Groot 
(1990) also shows similar results. In addition, their study shows that students who were highly motivated, aspire to 
do better. They could regulate their behaviors to achieve better academic performance than before. Students who 
belief they were more capable were  more persistent at tackling difficult or uninteresting academic tasks than their 
counterparts. In other words, they found learning to be  achievable activities. 
    Prior to intervention, the data also shows that mean for motivation and aspiration to learn are almost the same for 
both male and female students. This shows that both groups are homogeneous in terms of motivation and aspiration 
to learn. After the first-year intervention, the mean increased for both groups. This trend continued even after the 
second year intervention. The correlation values are highly significant, which suggest that students who have high 
mean for both motivation and aspiration to learn in year 1 also have high means for both variables in year 2 and 3.  
The paired sample test conducted on the experimental group shows that the increase in mean is almost the same for 
both male and female students. It is surprising to note that, in general, the male students’ mean across the years are 
slightly better than the female students. However, due to limitation in the report writing, statistical analysis to 
examine if the mean difference is significant was  not conducted. Contrary to evidence provided by previous 
research (which suggest that female students fare better than male students in many areas) findings from this study 
shows that given the opportunity to learn, male students can perform, if not better, at par with their female 
counterparts. When both groups were given similar activities that motivate and aspire them to learn, they were able 
to develop their learning potential to the fullest. Furthermore, while there were female facilitators involved in the 
FLEP program, many of the facilitators  were male engineers working at the refinery or site office. They interacted 
with the students for three years, working as a group in a buddy system. This probably put the male students at an 
advantage because they were able to develop strong bonding, interact freely with the male facilitators, and regards 
the facilitators as their role models. 
    In conclusion, low-achieving students can develop motivation and aspiration to learn when given the opportunity, 
the effective strategies, and the environment that promote positive learning experiences. As mentioned earlier 
motivation to learn is not related to general intelligence, but more so to variable related to aspiration to learn 
(Schicka & Phillipson (2009). Therefore, regardless of academic performance, and intelligence, these students can 
be  motivated to learn and improve their academic performance. Gebhard (1948) posits that, one will aspire to start 
or finish a given task when  placed in a growth promoting learning environment. This aspiration  will increase one's 
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motivation to learn. Therefore, the two variables have a strong correlation, and this has implication towards the 
formal and informal teaching and learning process, as well as psychological support provided by the school system.   
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